Supplementary Material Appendix 1: Reconstitution of tomato fruit growth curves in dry weight and fresh weight of the 18 ILs different from Moneyberg, C9d and C12d.
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For the other 18 genotypes and under each fruit load condition,
Moneyberg, C12d and C9d were retained and   FW and   DW were calculated by fitting equations (1) and (2) 
Then, the goodness-of-fit (RRMSE) for the prediction of pericarp fresh weight (FW) and pericarp dry weight (DW) was calculated for each genotype and under high load (HL) or low load (LL) conditions. 
